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ABSTRACT 

This paper describes and reports researph or^ a aodel 
of the deteraination of , behavioral intention by belief %tructttresr 
derived froa a theory proposed by Don Dulany in 1968. Ti^e nev •ode^l 
construes '•belief structures^" and defines message variables, in ways 
suggestive for coaaunication research. Findings reported support 
several propositions suggested by the aodel, and are generally 
consistent with the -model, though not strongly supportive of \it, 
Suggestions are made for future research. (Author) 
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DERIVATION AND TEST OF A NEW KODEL OF MESSAtiE'^'ATTITUDE^BEHAVIOR RELATIONS 



In a recent review of the literature, Seibold (1974) finds various and 
inconsistent effects of messages on attitudes and behaviors. This lack of 
cumulative findings in the literat\ire seems to me to indicate the need for a 
revised model of .message-attitude-behavior relationships. One such model can 
be derived from the work of Don Dulany (1961, 1962, 1963, 1968) in verbal 
conditioning; it\ is the purpose of this paper to present, and report an exper 
imental test of, that model. 

A model designed to account for attitude-behavior inconsistencies has 
previously been derived from Dulany *s work by the social psychologist Martin 
Fishbein (1967)— indeed, his model gave impetus and direction to the present 
derivation. Fishbein^s mddel has been extensively tested and supported in 
the social psychological literature, and has received as well some attention 
in the communication literature (see Mortens en and Sereno,, 1973, part I; 
Holdridge and Lashbrook, 1973; and Seibold, 1974, for references in the commu- 
nication literature). This derivation of a new model from Dulany »s work was 
underatken for two main reasons. First, Fishbein reinterpreted Dulany »s 
theory in terms of psychological variables— enduring internal constructs. 
But Dulany originally hypothesized that the variables determining behavior 
could be cast in terms of their different "prppositional forms," reflecting 
the different kinds of reasons for behaving, as stated in everyday language. 
Two implications of Dulany 's theory in this regard ar6 clear: ll) the number 
and kjnds of variables which will account for behavior may be different for 
different kintjs of behavior (and are thus not best regarded as enduring 
psychological variables); and (2) these relevant variables might be deter- 
minable by, e. g., content-analyzing a variety of naturally-occurring 
persuasive messages advocating the behavior or reasons people actually give 
for behaving. In short, Dulany 's theory allows the derivation of a mo«el 
whose variables ore cast in Communication, rather than Psycological , terms. 
Second, a model derived from Dulany »s theory also suggests message variables 
which may be more fruitful and certainly are less ambiguous than are those 
suggested by Fishbein's model. Seminal research using Fishbein's model has 
characterized messages only as "aimed at" one or another component of hi^ 
model t Dulany »o original approach has been incorporated into the present 
research, as explained below. 

, In the remainder of the papqr I shall explain the model of message- 
attitude-behavior relationships which I derived from Dulany »8 theory, and 
datcribe the results of an experiment which allows a test of the theory.- 



Summary of Dulany 's Theory 

Dulany »s theory was formulated as a new approach to the field of condi- 
tioning, especially verbal conditioning, which has been dominated by hehav- 
loristic paradigms. Behaviorists usually argue that learning occurs under 
the control of functional reinforcers — rewards or punishments— with or with- 
out subject ewiareness of whether he is being conditioned or of the principle 
governing the conditioning— i.e. , the rule of behavior he is being taught. 
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Dulan's theory As rather revolutionary for that domain— he beXieves that con- 
ditioned" ver|jal responses are actually under^ the conscious control of sub- ^ 
jects, arid a/e made for reasons which subjects can voluntarily report. He 
argues that theories taking account of subject awareness are advances over 
simple behavioristlc theories for several reasons. First, such a theory can 
explain \^y certain verbal statements by experimenters are in fact reinforcing 
in certain situations and not in others, while other verbal statements arfe not 
reinfdrcers. Second, conditioning effects like speed of learning and overall 
increase In accuracy have a qui te wide variance over subjects. In some exper- 
iment s, nearly all of this variance can be explained by reported subject aware- 
ness of the rule being taught or of a "correlated" (functionally similar) 
rule. la at least one experiment., conditioning which did not induce subject 
awareness of a proper rule governing reinforcement could produce uo signif- 
icant Increases in accuracy of response over- chance (Dulany, 1961). 

Dulany's theory, loosely stated, consists in two main assertions- The 
first assertion is simply that we can predict subjects* responses If we ask 
them how they Intend to respond. The second assertion, more complex, goes 
back a step and deals with the pr'edictlon of subjects' Intentions to respond. 
Here Dulany asserts that we can predict subject intentions by knowing how they 
interpret the reinforcement situation, l*e., what they understand to be going 
on when the experimenter reinforces one of their responses* 

In particular, Dulany's "theory of propositional control" can be summar- 
ized in seven main prlneipales: 

1. Mental contents— subjectively received* Information, of which 
we are aware^ — are encoded as propositions. 

2. The effect of information depends on the form of the proposition 
in which It is mentally encoded. 

3. There exists a class of behaviors — conscious acts — which are 
entirely. under the control of the subject, and, thus are determined 
by information received by him. 

4. Certain propositional forms are particularly relevant to the 
determination of behavior: i 

a. RHd— Hypothesis of the Distribution of Reinforcement— which 

is of the form, "Response Glass X is followed by reinforcement." 

b. BH— Behavioral Hypothesis— which is of the form, "Response 
Class X Is what I am supposed to do." 

e. BI— Behavioral Intention— which Is of the form, "Response 
;iv Class X Is what I am trying (or Intend) to do." 
^d. RHs— Hypothesis of the Significance of a Relnforcer— which Is 

of the form. "Occurrence (nonoccurrence) of the consequence 

meknt that I had just done what 1 was Supposed to do (supposed 

not to do, or neither)." 
e. RSv— Subjective Value of the Relnforcer— which is of the form, 

"Occurrence (or nonoccurrence) of the consequence felt pleasant 

(unpleasant, or neutral)." 
I f , "MC— Motivation to Comply— which is of the form, "whatever I 

am supposed to do (or not to do) , I want to do (or want not 

to do, or neither)." 



5, The determinative relations amonj^ these. prepositional forms are 
statable in the following equations : 

WQ(FHd X RHs)=BH, w,(RHd x RSv)+W2(BH x MO^BI. 

6. For conscious acts, BI determines behavior, provided that the actor 
is able to do what he intejids to do* Such acts are said to be under 
propoGitional eontrol«--that is, they are under the control of, or 
directed by, certain propositions of which we are aware and about 
which we can report. 

?♦ The research paradigm implied is experimental— nub jects are asked 
to profonn fairly simple acts, different reinforcement schedules 
are administered, and quostions asked during the series of responses 
are xised to get the six classes of prepositional answers from siib- 
jects* These answers are cast into a regrssion format (the w's 
then are regression slopes), and are used to predict. BI and behavior* 

In ordinary language, to predict intention we must at least know? 

- a) whether the subject thinks a particular response will be reinforced; 

b) whether the subject likes or values the reinforcement; 

c) what the Gubject thinks the reinforcement means — for example, does' 
the ejqperimenter want him to do jiist those behaviors that are rein- 
forced, or not? and 

d) whether the subject cares what the experimenter wants. 



* In this summary I have perhaps over-cta^ted Dulany's position^ by stripping 
it of several nuances which made it mov6 defensible in the field of verbal 
conditioning, and putting the whole thing rather baldly- For instance, Dulany 
would merely say in (1) above that a mental content "can be represented as * 
proposition." (1968, p. 3^*2). But a reading of Dul^^y (1968) makes it clear 
that the interrelations and dynamics of the components of his model follow ^ 
strictly the patterns of natural implications of those prepositional form 
(though not a formal logic of any apparent sort). If mental contents can 
be represented as propositions and follow the logic underlying those pro- 
positions, then we are at least Hcmewhat justified in aet^ing that they are 
encoded as. propositions. 

The itrpli cations of this theoretic stand, for those familiar with 
certain writings relevant to information processing and decision theory, are 
intriguing. Bulon:' '^eems to accept, tacitly, tfife view of Simon and others 
(Simon, 1957; March and Simon, 1958) that people are "imperfectly rational." 
A human being, in deciding to choose one act over another, cannot determine 
the probability and value of each possible consequence of each act, as would 
be required under strict classical decision theory. It seems consistent with > 
Dulany' 5 views to state that poopl'e summarize a whole range of beliefs about 
facts and anticipated consequences in a 'i^ropositional form," '»hich they 
believe more or less strongly. It is in this summarizing process that ration- 
ality becomes imperfect. Ct presume that the use of general proposi'ttonal forme 
Is a cuetomary practice learned in social interaction. In learning to give 
general reasons for their actions, people begin to use general verbal for- 
Mulas to reason about, as well as to rationalize ^ their actions.) For 
example, if I am deciding whether to attend a piihlic lecture on family 
oommunication, I might anticipate a large number of possible consequences* 
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I might be aBle to solve connnunication problems others in my family have, 
I myself might be able to coironunieate better, I might be able to use the in- 
foroation in teaching, ete. All these oonsequenees might "come to mind" When 
I decide to attend or not, but I would not weigh and assign a probability 
value to each one. Rather, I might sum up my feelings by believing, more 
or less strongly, that it would be rewarding to attend the lecture. By 
performing a decision theory; analysis on broad statements of consequences 
like these, the reaeareher might be able to approximate what the experi- 
mental subject is doing inside his head— imperfectly , but rationally, 
weighing the consequences in making the decision. Something like this logic 
underlies Dulany's thi^ory. 

Experimental evidence adduced by Dulany (1961 ^ 1962, 1963, 1968) in- 
dicates that he can successfully predict behavior from intention, and inten- 
tion from the factoz's noted above o 

»* 

Derivation of an Alternat ive Model 

There are three changes in Dulany's model required to render* it applicable 
to message-attitute-behavior study. One of these is along the lines suggested 
by Fishbein; the others depart from his practice. In every case I presume 
that these changes do not clash with the underlying logic of Dulany's position, 
as I believe some of the eh ange's wrought by Fishbein do— but hi& changes were 
influenced by traditional attitude theory, while mine reflect the attempt 
to translate Dulany without being influenced by possibly inconsistent theoret- 
ical positions. ' - ^ 

1. The term BII--«the subject's hypothesis about what he is supposed to 
do— must be split because of our shift of focus from the conditioning labor- 
atory to the external, social world, ^e subject no longer is oriented (we 
hope) to respond to what the experimenter is conditioning him to do; instead^ 
he must adjust his activities to (a) different groups of significant others, 
and (b) the demand^f of his own moral code, if such demands are present. This 
means that the BH term of the model is transformed into several components, 
from "I am supposed t© do X," to (a) "E^y family (or soma other "group of sig- 
nificant others) ^expects me to do X," a propooitional form which we shall 
call a social normative belief, or NBS; and (b) "I (morally) should do X," 

a propositional form t;hieh wo shall call a personal normative belief, ©r 
NBP,^ The relevance oS personal normative beliefs orpfche expectations of any 
particular group of Lgnifieant others is relative to act X, and there is one 
social normative belief for each i^elevant group of significant others. 

2. Similarly, RIM— the hypothesis of the distribution of reinforcement, 
of the form, "if 1 d© X, consequence Y will ensue," is transformed because, 
for a given social act , it may be intrinsically pleasurable or it may be done 
on account of its desired and rewarding consequences. Therefore, RHd becomes 
(a) a Belief about the Intrinsic Value of the act— BIV~of the propositional 
form "Doing X would be pleasant," and (b) a Belief aj^out the Extrinsic Value <. 
of the act, or DEV, ©f the propositional form "Doing X would be rewarding." 

3* Doth for Ajsen and Fishbein (1971) and for Schwarts; and Tcsslor 
(1973), the most troublesome term to operationaliae has been MC— motivation 
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to comply. The main advance made here is to note that, like MC, RSv~the 
subjective value of the reinforcer— is a subjective measure of a 'motivator, » 
the reinforcer, although the reward is a direct one rather than due to meet- 
ing a given set of expectations. | What is intended, in fact, is a measure of 
the comparative motivations to obey one prepositional form rather than another. 
If this is true, we can measure IfC for all propositional forms so as to induce 
&s to rate their comparative i^^rtance in determining BI. Thus MC is trans- 
formed into a comparative variabJ^e, measureci for each component of the model. 

The resulting new model is: ' 
B'>.BI=bi (WCxBEV) + bg (MCgKDIV) + bg (MCgXJJBP) + h^^ (EiMC^iKNBS. ) 

In this model, BI and- I!C are defined as above, while: 
Bsbehavior and b^s the regression slope for the ith component of the model. 
Note that there may be more than one social nornative belief tfenn, if there 
are several groups of significant others x'elevant to a behavior. 

If our theory is correct, several thinRo should bo true of this model. 
First, the independent variables— the five factors— should account for a good 
deal of the variance in Behavioral Intention. Second, each factor in the 
model should be important under some conditions— othewfise, we could just * 
drop it from the model. (Note that if the theory suggests that each factor 
should be important, and one isn't, that finding easts/ doubt on the validity 
of the theory.) Third, if the factors are really the immediate determinative 
causes of Behavioral Intention, no other variable should be able to change BI 
independently— if BI is changed,, that change should reflect a change in one 
or more of the factors. 



Relation of the Model to Comiaunication 

^ At this point a diseuscdon of the implications of this model for comnuni- 
catxon IS in order. The discussion is clearer if the implications of this 
model are contrasted with the corresponding implications of Fisbbein's model. 

In a study which used messages to alter the intentions of subjects, 
Ajzen (1971) used messages in two ways. First, he used raosoages (not ex- 
plicitly recognized as such in his study) to establijih the "motivational 
orientation" of the subjects— essentially by telling them either that their 
own aelf-interests o« their mutual interests with others should control their 
behavior. These mest^ages affected the relative caiusal inoortance (beta 
weights) of the different components of the model, though effects oft MC are 
not reported. Second, Ajzen used messages to affect the specific attitudes 
and beUefs held by subjects— that is, to alter the value, rather than the 
importance, of the causal variables. In both cases, message variables were 
dichotomous— Fiessagcs were written to stress one component or another, one 
behavior or another. In addition, these messages are provided as part of 
the instructions in playing a Prisoners' Dilemma Game— they provided the only 
information subjects had about how to play the gdne. 

In contrast, the model presented here provides a rationale for general- 
xzing beyond the special situation of Ajzen 's stu%, and provides a more 
sophisticated message variable— amount of information. 
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..ere, messages my siTnilarly be designed to affect the value and importano 
of one or another coinponent, Jbut a more powerful and accurate message variable, 
suggested by Dulany's logic, is the amount of information in each message en- 
coded by subjects in each relevant form mentioned" in the model. Thus, a mes- 
sage aimed at affecting BEV may still have ihforiitation which Is encoded by the 
subject so as to affect KBP or NBS. This variable can be operationalized 
either 'objectively,' according to tl>e experimenter's view of the message, or 
subjectively, according to estimates by naivo subjects. 

In addition, it is complotoly consistent with the^ logic of this theory 
to expect the effect of infoi^i^ation of a certain prepositional form in the 
message to be inversely dependent on the amount of that type of information 
alrea<3(y held by the subject. Thus, 

—if S already has information that others expect him to do X, 
telling him that others expect him to do X may have little 
Impact on his intentions • 

— if S already has information that others don't expect him to 
do X, telling him that others expect him to do X may have re- 
duced impact due to hi'S opposed belief. 

This confounding effect of outside information available to S has been con- 
ceptualized by Hoelfcl (1973) an ,the inertial mass of a concept. He reasons 
that the more infomation wo have about a concent or relationship, the harder 
it is to change our min& about that concept or relationship. Thus, we will 
expect that the amount of chanj^e in a belief produced by a message will be 
(a) directly related to the amount of information in the message which has 
the same prepositional form as the attitude and (b) inversely related to 
the amount of information the subject already, has relative to that prepo- 
sitional form. 

The most important communication variable to be used in this study 
is the amount of information in the message bearing on each prepositional 
form in the model. T© operationalize thic variable, I airily asked an 
independent samplo of subjects t© rate the messages (one message per 
subject) as to the percentage of information in the message stating or sup- 
porting each prepositional fom. This procedure, to be completely valid, 
would r»equire the assumptioii that subjects can objectively classify and 
measure amountsc^of information in a message. Such an assumption may be 
false-indced, imch ^search hcc shown that a subject's prepotent mental 
s^t is as important in determining ^a message's effect as the message 
itself. I make the weaker i!?rGumption that (a) various "mental sets" aj?e 
fairly normally distributed in !ry population and samples, so that (b) the 
weans of varloun subjective estimates will be accurate in determining at 
l«ast ordinally the amount of information in the message. The value of 
this operational definition can be checked by examining the covariation 
in semantic differential ratings and rank orders, of subject estimates. 



Hypotheses 

Hypotheses related to this model can bo presented in twd areas : re- 
^ latlve to the model itself as a predictor of behavioral intention ♦ and to the 
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effects of. messages on variables in the model. 

As Schwartz and Tessler point out, if a model of the form proposed is to be 
accepted, it should contain all the significant iminediate determi,nants of BI, and 
only such inmediate ^eterninants — i.e. , there should be no irrelevant or ineffect- 
ual cofnponents. Iii- particular, coinmunicative influences should chanpe behavioral 
intention only by ^changing some other variable(s) in the model. 

These req^uiremenfs ^are reflected in the following hypotheses: 

The relationship between DIV and BI is necessary- (for at least 
one treatment condition), contingent (on l^C), stochastic, irre- 
versible, and coextenoivo. 

The relationship between BEV and BI is necessary (in at least 
one condition), contingent (on HC), stochastic, irreversible, and 
coesctensive. 

The relationship between NBP and BI is necessary (in at least 
one condition), contingent (on HC), stochastic, irreversible, 
and coeKtensive. 

The relationship between NBS and BI is necessary (for at least 
one condition, at least one group of significant others), con« 
tingent (on-lOs irroveroiblo, stochastic, and coextensive. 

The relationship betv/een a liijef:3r cambination ©f the components 
MC X BEV, MC X BIV, KG x IIBF, and TIC x NBS, " and BI is necessary, 
sufficient, dotorminiotie, irreversible, and coextensive. 



Ifypotheses als© can be advanced in the area of message variable influence. 
The theory does not demand any particular quantitative relationship between 
message infortnation (hereafter termed, after Hoelfel, message mass, or M), 
information previously hold (or previous mass-H!), and components of the models 
The simplest available relationchip is Uoelfol's prediction of a linear rela- 
tionship between belief change and the ratio ©f new information t© old, MM. 

HI 

H 6. Tlie relationship between MIl/PM for any component (including t!C 
as a multiplier) and change in that component, is necessary, 
sufficient fieterministie, irreversible, and sequential. 

Our last hypothesis is that, for a message t© affect BI, its mass ratio, MM/PM, 
must affect the components of the model ♦ 

H 7» The relationship between message condition and change in 
BI is substitutable, contingent (on the effect of ?1M/PM 
upon the model's determining varial)les, including ^IC), 
stochastic, irreversible, and sequential. 



H 2. 
H 3. 
H ((. 



H 5. 




Kot6 that in each of these last txfo hypotheses we contend that M?i/PM may 
affect MC, by bringing to the subject's attention the fact that a certain 
prepositional form is relevant and* that he should coinply with it. A 
diagraitanatic model of th^ae hypotheses is as follows (Figure 1): 



MM, 



HM 



IV 



BP 



BS 



— *BEV- 



NBP 
MC . 



•5-NBS- 



BI 



Figure l.—%pothG3izca relations anons aajor variables in model. 



In this diagram — ~*in a ecmsal influence , *is a eontinpent 

causal influence, and the solid arrow in "^.-•♦io' a eontinffentfy- 

producing influence: in each ease, MC itjakeg the rolationshit) a con- 
tingent one. 



Design 

The study was eonstrueted as a prctest-poattcst control Rroup design 
,with three message traatoont croupo and a control group. <lubjeeto wore 
drawn £v<m five undergraduate eorounieation classea taught during Spring 
term, 197tf, 

Between April 22 and May 3, 197if, protests were administered in the 
five classes. The protest fonsi included an announcement that a lecture on 
family communication would be given bv Professor Donald Cushman on May 22 
and 23; after this announcerr.enf aub-jects were asked to respond to a series 
of questions about this leoturo and thoir thoughts about attending it. 
IWo weeks later, between May 15 and 21, a oceond set of questionnaires, 
consisting of a message treatment and questions including those used in 
the pretest, was distributed in the five elasscs. 

There were three message conditions besides the control condition 
(In which no message beyond th: neutral announcement was used.) Messages 
wert constructed with essentially the same informational content but do- 
signed to atq[)port throe different reasons fox« attending the lecture. 



The messages argued either that (a) consequences of going; to the lecture 
would be pleasant and rewarding,- or (b) each student had a moral obligation 
to attend the lecture, or <c) each student's family would expect him to 
attend the lecture. Subjects were randomly assigned to treatment or 
control conditions by randomly distributed treatment-instrument packageK. 

The lectures were ind^ held on l^ay 22 and 23, and a record was 
kept of which students attended the lectures. . ^ 

ISU students completed the first questionnaire, and 178 completed 
the second; in all, 103 subjects usably responded to both the pretest and 
the poottestj these subjects were fairly evenly distributed among all four 
conditions. (Of these subjects, l€ actually attended the lecture.) 



The Questionnaire 

A cover sheet provided an announcement of the place, time, and subject 
tnatter of Professor Cushman's lecture, and indicated that the questionnaire 
sought info»pation about student reactions to the prospective lecture. The 
questionnaire itself was 9 pages long for time 1, with a one-Rage message 
and one more page of questions for time 2. The items are disci|ssed below 
in the approximate order of their appearance on the quesitionnaire. 

Behavioral Intension .- ' P ( 

Subjects indicated their answers to the question, "Professor Gunhman of 
the HSU 'Department of Coinmunieation intends to give a public lectwre ©n the 
topic "Family Communication." will you attend that lecture?" Answers were 
marked on a seven-point scale ranging from "Definitely Mot" to "Definitely 
Yes ♦ 

* Belief ab out Extrinsic Value. 

Subjects responded t© the question: 
Attending .a lecture by Profoaoor Gtishmn ©f tho riSU Department ©f Coininunication 
on the topic "Family Commimieation" would bo • • . 

Very ^Quito Slightly Neutral Sliphtly Quite Very 
t » 

Punishing: : : : / ; : ; : Rewarding 

Belief about Intrinsic Value. 

Subjects response to the tmr^ question ♦ m, \i sevcn-i^oint scale ranging 
from "unpleasant" to "pleasant." 

In order t© duplicate Fiohbcin'o proecdurco, subjceto also responded to 
this question on a ccale ranging fron ■♦good" to "bad." They were also asked 
Of their certainty on these and other answers. 
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Personal Normative Belief 

The following question tapped otudento ' 'beliefs .aJ>out their normative 
obligations to attend: e 

The next question concerns whether any ^ral oblip'ationD which you 
personally feel toward yourself or others will affebt your decision whether 
to attend a lecture on farlly cotnn:uni cation. 

Do you think that attending the lecture io ocrnethinc you ought to do 
or something you should not do? 

Obligation IJ© Obligatien Strong 

Not to Either Oblipation 

Attend tJay To Attend 



1 2 3 If 

Social Kortnative Beliefs. 

Three questiDns tapped social normative beliefs for three possibly In- 
fluential reference ci^oupsr: friends ^ r^rofensors, and family. Subjects were 
aaiked, "Regardless of. your own ipcrsonal vj^Sj> would earh of the following 
kinds of people feel you liad a moval ^ligation to attend such a lecture? 
On the average, ^'ould each group think that this is something you omjht to 
dOt or something you s hould^ not_ do?" Responses were registered on scales 
like that used for personal nonnative beliefs. 

?!otiyatio n to Cc^pl y^OjagK^^ ) * 

Students were asked to rank items corresponding to the questions cited 
above-- what would be rewarding to me," "what I feel 1 shou ld do," "'^hat my 

best friends w ould say I should d©," eto«— "accordin?^ to thei 

t o you i n deciding whether to atteM^^aJj^ctji^ o^^^ Far?£ly^ Gopnunication, 

^totivation to Conip ly J Ratin^^ • 
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Subjects were then asked to rate each of the six items they ^ust 
ranked on seven point scales ranging from "Very Important" to "Very Un- 
important*" ^ 

Exposure/ * , 

Subjects were asked how tnueh they knew (including informtion fron all 
possible sources) about the following objects: ^atnily comunication, public 
lectures, HGU Departrnent @f GcHiriUnieation, afld Professor Guslntian. . For 
exarnple: ' ^ \ . 

Know Do Uot Know Know • 

Nothing Know Fairly Entremely 

At All Vexy Mueh Well t'ell 

FAMILY' 

Q COHHUNICATIOM : _s„_ t l....:...L. : ? 



2 U 5 6 



In addition^ subjects were asked whether they had attended any prior lec- 
1:u3?e specifically about family cbirnnunitJ^tion, and about whether they had taken 
courses "in which fanaly bommunicatiorit ^as a major topic of discussion." 

A number of additional variables, including subject attitudes toward 
objects like "Family Communication,";; and "MSU Department of Communication," 
and demographic information, vere al|o measured. Also, on the Time 2 ques- 
tionnaire, subjects indicated whethet» they knew of any reason why they could 
not attend the lecture. * i 



. Message Variables 

As was mentioned before, the three tig|atment messages were designed to 
suggest either that (1) attending the lecture would be rewarding, or (2) , 
subjects had a moral obligation^ to attend (3) subjects' families would' 
eiKpect them to attend. But what we w?tt^ted the messages to express and argue 
for, may not come across in the actual messages, as they are interpreted 
by naive readersi. I therefore, sought from naive readers an estimate of the 
relative impact of the three messages. 

Students in imdergraduate communij^ation classes were each presented with 
one message and a questionnaire. Befdii reading the message, they were in- 
formed of my t»esearch purpose, the subject of the message, and six possible 
Masons for attendance: 

~beca\ise attendance would be pleasant ^ 

—because attendance would be rewarding. 

—because they had a duty to attend. 

••-because their friends would expect them to attend. 

--because their best pf«of essoins would expect tKs^m to attend. " 

—because their families would expect them to attend.. 

The students read the messages, then were asked to rank the six reasons on 
the basis of their relative importance in each message, and to rate the mes- 
sages on the amount of information relevant to each reason they contained, on 
a seven-point scale from "all" to ^'none" of the information. Their responses' 
were averaged for each message to provide an estimate of the amount of in- 
formation in each message supporting each reason. (In Table IV BbIow, esti- 
mates of mjBSsage mass derived by this technique are reported.) 

Analysis and Results : 

The Fi3?st Four Hypotheses 
The first four hypotheses, as stated in Chapter t, are as follows: 

H 1. The relationship between BEV and BI is necessary (for at least 
one treatment condition), contingent (on MC), stochastic » 
, irreversible 5 and coextensive. 
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H 2, The relationship between BIV and BI is necessary (in at least 

one condition^, contingentMon MC), stochastic, imneversible, and 
coextensive. ' „ 

H 3. The relationship between NBP and BI is necessary (in at least 
one". condition), contingent (on MC)j irreversible, stochastic, 
and coextensive. 

H «t. The relationship between NBS and BI is necessary (in at least 
one condifioiO , contingent (on MC), irreversible, stochastic, 
and coextensive. • 

Generally, the most important implication of each of these hypotheses is that 
each component (variable, multiplied by MC) of the model is an Important 
predictor of behavioral intention in at least one treatment condition, at 
least one point in time. This implication, and the hypotheses themselves, 
can be tested by examining the results of regression analyses performed on 
the data, as the model itself strongly suggests and as Dulany and Fishbein 
.have done in the past. Using this approach, the hypotheses would be con- 
firmed if, for every con^xonent, in at least one treatment condition its 
regression coefficient were significantly different from zero. That would 
mean that inside the treatment -groiip, that component bf the model is im- 
portant and useful. The full results of the analysis are given in Table 
1. (Here, and throughout, a<.05 is set for significance.) 

Regression equations were estimated for the model as a predictor of 
Behavioral Intention at time 1 and 2. Within each time-period, overall 
regressions for the whole sample, as well as regressions for each treat- 
ment or control group, were calculated. Three different forms of the equa- 
tion were calculated in each case-one using Motivation to Comply as mea- 
sured by semantic differential ratings , one leaving out the MC factor al- 
together (to provide information about Fishbein 's assertion that the factor 
can be drc^ped from the theory without loss), and one using MC as measured 
by ranking— the ranking of prepositional forms that was requested of" siib- 
jects before they filled out the semantic differentials. (The reason for 
coaputing alternate forms will become more sgjparent in the sequel.) 

As can Be determined from Table I, the components correspOTding to 
Belief in the Extrinsic Value of the act. Belief in the Intrinsic Value of 
the act, and Social Normative Beliefs are all, at least sometimes, impor- 
tant predictors of Behavioral Intention. (BEV is signifibant in 6 cases, 
BIV in 6, and NBS in H.) (The probability of each of. these patterns of 
findings is a good deal less than .05.) In no cell does ^Personal Normative 
BeUef as a component have a beta weight which differs significantly from 0. 
Thus, Hypotheses 1, 2, and ^ may derive svpport from thife data, while Hy- 
pothesis. 3 is not supported by the data. 

Other results of the analysis, though, seem to le«d support to the 
inclusion of NBP in. the model. First, the component cori?esponding to NBP 
does in several instances have a fairly large beta weigM, though it is nol: 
statistically significant (e.g.. .2117 or .2389 in the NBP group, time 1, 
,3201 in the control gcovspt time 1). Second, this hypothesis, liKii^Hlj, H2, 
and H«f , requires the assumption that , if NBP could be triggered as a deter- 
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ninant of BJ-, it was triggered-^-that is, that the NBP group manipulation was? 
successful. There is some reason to doubt this, as shall become more appar*^ 
ent in our discussion of the message variables below* Third, and most impor-* 
tant, tl^e NBP component is very important in predicting change in behavioral 
intention, as becbmes apparent when we examine Table 2. The third component 
of the model is in at^ least one case (?iC form, Attitudinal group), the most 
important and the only significantly predictor in the model. It rriay there- 
fore be unwise i:o drop this component from the model: it is surely distin- 
guishable from the other conqjo^^nts of the model and from behavioral inten- 
tion, and scmetiiher; makes significant contributions to explanation; at 
least further examination of tbe i3sm is indicated. _ ^ 

Hypothesis 5: The relationship between a linear conibination of 

the components MCxBEV, MCxBIV, MCxNBP, MCxNBS, and 
BI is necessary, sufficient, deterministic, irrever- 
sible, and coextensive. 

The fifth hypothesis conceras the adequacy of the model as a whole. Are the 
components pcwerfiiL and immediate predictors of Behavioral Intention? Two 
ways of teating this hyp^)thesis were suggested in Chapter I. First, we can 
examine the multiple correlation coefficients to see whether the model, in 
veirious forms , accounts for a substantial, proportion 'of the variance in BI,» ' 
This will give us some index of the predictive power of the model. Second « 
we can see whether the model mediates the affects of other variables that 

strongly related to Bl— whether, for example, a variable that can cause 
cha^e in BI must ''first*^ cause change in one or more of the model's components 

■ . ** 

With respect to the first test, th4 results are mixed. (See Table I.) ' 
In the overall sample, and in the Attitudinal and NBP message treatment groups, 
the model does explain a significant, and sometimes very substantial, pro- 
portion of the variance* In the NBS and Control conditions, though, the 
model fails to explain a significant proportion of the variance. 

It is not extremely difficult to find a possible explanation of these 
findings. Given a very small sample size in some of the groups (due to 
mistakes in questionnaire completion), we might expect great instability in 
the correlations, due to sampling error. This would account for the' ex- 
tremely high r2 found in the twro treatmeni groups (Attitudinal and NBP), 
too. Of course, this mieans that the beta weights found in the groups ai»e 
also unstable. Wc might also note that our coefficients are in no case as 
large as those fo^^nd in laboratory esqfjeriments • On the whole, the hypothe- 
sis seems to have been supported, but less strongly than we would have de- 
sired. • 

to perform the second test of the hypothesis, 1 examined the relations 
of certain variables, external to the model* with behavioral intention. The 
statistical hypothesis implied by H5 is that the partial correlation between 
any outside variable and BI, when controlled for the values of conponents of 
the model, is not significantly different from 0. Results of tests of this 
hypotheses are presented in Table 3. The "raw" (uncontrolled) correlations 
of all variables presented are different, significantly, from 0. In 26 ^ 
cases (17 variables^ 9 at both time 1 and time 2), controlling for the com- 
ponents of the model reduced the correlation sxibstantially, so that it was 
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S fftfiSff ^ different^from 0. These cases fulfUl the hypothesis. 3«t, 
Slv InoSS^Hn JS^'"? coni,onents of the mo^el did not substanti- 

ally enough reduce' the orxgmal correlation to make the partial correlation 

SJ*,?iSJ5*°^«*^?.^^^^^''^"* 05 indeed, in ono case partialling increased 
SJS??? 5^8";;;ficant-correlation (Reasons, time 2). and in anothi r case 
partiaia^ing doubled the value of an insignificant correlation, making it sig- 

SSoSSJ thf ° iJ^^S*^^ ^^'^^y *2, time 2). Thus, 

although the model mediates the effects of a wide number of variables, five 
cases prove that it is not a sufficient immediate detenninor of BlT 

The two "Reasons" variables deserve some comment here. Thev are two- 
valued variables. The first indicates whether or not the subjeS Sd^e had 
or'S^^S/SL ! ""^^i ?°* attend the lecture. The second indicates whether 
met?L at t^at V^'T conf lict- -:7hether he was too busy, or had another 
l^SSf b!^^! °^ town-and so could not attend the 

lecture. Before partialling, their correlations with BI are -.29 and -.35, 

!*35 ii^-Sj- S^^^S^i"^? correlations are each app^roximately 

-.35. The indication is that either of these variables, insofar as thev in- - 
schedule conflicts, explains a fairly large and independent portion • ' 
'^{!J^* ^^^^ explain,. the components in ny model cannot 
e^axn-thus, schedule conflicts, etc., .set an upper limit in the explima- 

variable is usually automati- 
S nLJ°^^°i ? laboratory, usually by the subject's sheer presence 
to participate in the experiment. /j . , 

«SJ^^^ IT® inclusivejtest of the necessity and sufrffciericy of , 
^ J^lt t imdertaken. There t attempt to pr^ict chaiige in BI on,^he bails 
f^^^ the components. If H5 is completely. . aprrirtTchange in^I should 
!^^r.S 2f because of change in the compondftts of the model, and the 

!!3 ^latlon present at times 1 and 2 should also be present in the •change 
°S support for the model iso uneven; in particular, in 

i?!i!L!f^r^'' strong relationships present at time 1 and time 2 ^ 

disappear when we look at the change relationships. (In the regression 

«^"^Sr,,^S!r!!? i"i^Lr^' ^ i-! cne more varial^le to^the equations- 



Behavioral Intention at time 1. This was done to remove Sie often-present 

the initial point at which we began to study change-time I. This procedure 

t^*^?^H^" regression coefficients (Werts and 

o^olJ! 2^ lb also Harris, 1962).^ the whole, then, it would be unwise to 
conclude on this evidence that the mdhel is an immediate, necessary, and 
!!!ffi« r* determiner of behavioral intentions. The idea that a relationship 
vSSlal S'^S^^ an othL 

The Communication Hypotheses , . ^ 

The Hypotheses read as follows : 

H 6. The relationship between mm fot arty component, including 

-Si! • ^^Ltiplier J and change in that component, is necessary, 
sufficient, deterministic, irreversible, and coextensive. 



L 6. The relationship between message condition and change in BI 

is contingent (on the effect of tlff/PM upon the model's deter- 
mining variables, including MC), altochastic, irreversible, 
and sequential. / 

These hypotheses cannot be tested directly, since no prior mass measur«- 
mnta for each component of the model were made . However, comparatively In- 
direct tests, can be made, using four measures of exposure to relevant attltu- 
dinal dbjects as indirect indicators of prior mass. 

f'essage Mass (MM), for each message treatment condition, was measured 
by asking students in 3 Communication 100 classes to deterinine, -or each 
ifiesaage, how much of the information in the message supported each component 
proposition in the model. Thus, there are four variables involved: mass of 
the message relative to each propositional form; and each of these variables 
takes on four values, one for each treatment group, plus a value of 0 for the 
control group. Two different sets of questions , alternative measures of 
Bipsaage mass, yielded values of message mass in the thrjse messages that corre- 
lated. .98+ (Spearman rank-order correlation for the values for all three 
nessages, all six propositions dealt with (including expectations of friends, 
professors, and family under social normative beliefs.) This is an indica- 
tion that the measurement of "mass" in various messages relative to various 
prepositional forms is at least ordinally highly reliable. (See Table H) 

Prior Mass (PM) measured at time 1 in four different ways, for pur- 
poses of these tests, as exposure to: family communication, the Communi- 
cation Department, public lectures, and Professor Cushman. Message Mass 
relative to- each propositioiial forms was divided by each of these exposure 
Items to yield four indices of HM/PM for each propositionSl form— a total 
of 16 HM/PM variables. These are th6 message variables used to test H6, 

The findings in Table V seem to confirm H5, at least for the second and 
fourth components of the model. There is evidence of a relation between the 
mass ratio, relative to those components and change in those components. A 
closer examination of the data, however, revealed that this relationship 
obtained between mass ratios relative to all components , and change in each 
of these two components. This can be seen by comparing " pairs of tolumns In 
"^^^ second coliann gives the average correlation between component 
change and mass ratio, no^matter with respect to what component mass was 
measured. In short, the finding is spurious— it exists because of a sharp 
contrast between the control group' and the other groups (between no-message 
and message conditions), for change in components 2 and «f. Vlhen the control 
group is removed, findings are so mixed, for all components, as to be Incon- 
clusive. 

Hjrpothesis 7 can be examined by looking at Table 6. There are no major 
differences between group means on Behavioral Intention, so the hypothesis can 
not be tested as stated. On the other hand, if we assume that the massages 
were not sufficiently different to prdduce significant differences in Inten- 
tion, then the data is consistent with the hypothesis. Does this finding 
out doubt on the results of H6, since mass ratio Is sometimes significantly 
related to component change, .'hich is in turn related to change In BI? Ko; 
.the correlations involved are fairly small, so that, unless there were an 
Independent effect of MM on BI, no raw effect could be expected, I tested for 
an Independent effect, and found none that was aiibstantial. 
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Additional Comments 



Two additional cotnments, based on the ^results of the analysis, seem 
worthy of mention here. First, it mifjht be instructive to compare, in te(fales 
1 an<i 3, the resiilts when Motivation to Comply i^ measured in diffei?ent ways, 
or not included in the model at all. No clear pattern of superiority or 
inferiority emerges for a model that includes HG, or that measures it one 
way rather than another. If there is any noti cable trend, it is that social 
ejqpectations (IIBS) have a greater role in explaining BI when MC is included 
in the model and is measured by rank-order,^ Koreover, it is slightly more 
often that the model, and its components, attain significance when MC, 
measured by rank4.ng, is included in the equation. 

However, the intent of the MC operationalization x^as to have subjects 
recognize the comparative differences between the importances of components 
when they marked the semantic differentials, rating MC. The experimental 
results seem to'me to indicate that this purpose was not accomplished in the 
questionnaire "instructions, and thus that MC as a variable deserves more 
study, with an eye to clearer and more valid measurement. In particular, 
when we are stuctying, or designing a message to influence, the perceived 
social expectations on a subject^ we ought to take 'the motivation to comply 
with these expectations into account. \ 

The second point I would make relates to the message manipulation used 
in the experiments The results, and the- measures of message mass, show 
'clearly that the messages were not sufficiently different in content and aim 
to distinguish among the experimental groups— in every case, the mass of the 
message was taken by subjects to be focussed on the proposition that attend- 
ing the lecture would be refirarding— BEV. Given this lack of difference 
* .within the manipulation, it may not be surprising t^at treatment groups dis- 
played no systematic differences in their responses to the messages. Cleeirly, 
a repri cation is indicated, using more powerful and more distinct messages, 
it is possib:]le that the measurec^of message mass introduced above will pro- 
vide a means, unavailable up to now, of insuring the 'Validity^' ©f a manipu- 
lation by pretesting. Also, a message which more clearly focuses on NBP than 
those actually used, will provide a fairer test of Hypothesis 3. ^ 
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COHCLUSIONS 

This paper has included the description of a 'new' model of message- 
attitude-behavior relationships, and a test of that model. The model is 
new in^he sense that it is rederived from Dulany's original theory, using, 
I believe, sounder principles of theory-building than Fishbein has used 
previously. 

The first five hypotheses dealt with the model per se as a predictor " 
of Behavioral Intention. The statistical tests showed that subject beliefs 
^out the extrinsic reward he misht derive, the intrinsic pleasure he might 
fee> and the expectations of others were all influential in determining 
subject intentions. (That is. Hi, H2 and m were confirmed. ) TJhile the 
model as a whole whowed a fairly high correlation with behavioral intention, 
it proved not to be as substantial a predictor as expected, nor to mediate 
^ the influence of all external variables. Thus, HI, H2, and are accepted, 
H3 and H5 rejected with partially extenuating conditions. A qualification 
must be placed on these findings, though. The pattern of findings is un- 
even and unpredictable; v;hile they differ from cKancfe, they do so in no 
clearly recognizable direction. The problem here may be caused Jby iow 
sairple size, sampling error, vreok manipulations, or all three. I cannot 
find, as Fishbein did in several otudies, a straight— forward explanation 
for the fluctuations in beta weights. (The fluctueftiSn is duplicated in 
the tmstandardized regression eoef f ieients . ) 

Another perspective on these findings comes when we compare them to 
selected findings of Dulany, Fishbein (et. al.), and Schwartz and Tessler. 
In his experimental study of verbal eonditioninn and prepositional cnntral, 
which was probably tnost. influential on the develoioment of Fishbein 's and 
tny models, Dulany (1968)' found that his: comi^enents accounted for 11% of 
the variance in BI (p. 237). In their review of several studies using 
Fishbein 's model, Ajzen and Fishbein (1973) fihd many multiple correlations 
(R's) in the range .60-.9S-two exceptionally lot; R's have values .385 
and .S9U— the secorid of which exceeds the values found for all regressions ' 
■ run on the total groups (R ranged from .m^ tf) .58 for the overall group) 
and the average R was .808. Theso studies ranged from tightly specified 
experiments to very. broad-ranging surveys. Schwarts and Tessler (1973) found 
a multiple correlation of about .50 in their study about organ donation. 
On the whole, the present dtudy does not duplicate these various stronger 
findings. 

, The communication hypotheses— that message feass, relative to'pMor 
mass J would affect the model components and, through thera, intentions, 
w«r« not supported but were consist en t^with the results of the study. 
The manipulations, as measured by message mass relative to various com- 
ponents, were not easily distinguishable, and may thus have failed to pro- 
duce the variance needed to confirm the hypothesis. At any rate, the 
. findings which seemed- to confirm H6 were seen to bo produced instead by the 
strength of the message-n© mecoago eotitraot-a spurious effect, H7 is 
consistent with the data; since the contrast atfiong message treatments was 
not clear, no differences among the groups were observable. 
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Among the contributions of this study to future research are: 

(A) the model itself. The underlying idea that the iniperfeetly rational 
proeesG of deai4ing to act can be represented in terms of ordinary-language • 
"propesitional foriBs-," and that such forms can also be used to characterize 
messages about actions, has not received a decisive test here (for reasons 
mentioned above and bel©w, ) T find it still promising and suggestive. 




/<B) in partieularl- the operational definition of message mass suggested 
by tjjie model. This seeiBS reliable, neaningful to naive judges ^ and potent- 
ially powerful. • 

(C) the discovery of a neu propositlonal form, for people interested - 
xn pursuing this line of research. It is, phrased as by Dulany, "schedule 
conflicts prevent me froH doing X." In any but a laboratory experiinent , this 
form is likely to be iiriportant. It may also prove useful to Speculate on 
the anomalies in mental information processing suggested by this form. 

»^ ' 

Among the problenis which should be corrected in future studies are: . 

(A) thg„lack of multiple indicators for many model variables.* This 
problem foreclosed m.any useful analytical techniques. 

' » _ 

(B) low sample sised in treatment cells. 

. (C) weak message manipulations. This problem is amenable to eorreotmon 
using the message, mass measure herein developed. " 

- (D) non-indGpondent ooTriponent propositlonal forms. The component ^ 
propositions cfnd operational definitions are practically * identical to ques- 
tions used by Fishbein in his research, mainly 'because. I drew the inspiration 
for this model from an eicaminatio'^n of Fishbein *n writings. In retrospect, - 
this is regrettable 5 the logic undeiUying my model, applied consistently, 
lcad5 to the rejections of both questions and origirial propsitional forms, 
for tw© reasons. First,' the questions are not necessarily eoncoptually 
diGtinet^-'eonsistently veit^r^hlgh correlations between tha BEV and DIV ' 
components prebably indicate that subjects find it hard to separate what is 
rewarding Cespcelally as opposed to punishinn;) Svom X7hat is pleasant. Second, 
the prepositional f©r« involved socki to ojdsf on different levels ©f gener- 
ality, o© that one may irr^ply another: would not the fact that K would be 
rewarding lead others to cKpect (as a subject might see it) that the subject 
would do X? A prefex-'-red procedure for generating propositlonal forms would 
be to intensively interview spj^oral subjects, to find out what reasons 
ttiight justify K, and to find out the relations among those reasons. More 
vAlid proponitional forms could then be generated and measured more easily. • 



o ^ 20 
ERIC 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 



2^ Ajzen and Fishbein 
1969 



3, Ajzen and Fishbein 
1973 



Dulanjr 
1961 



5« Dulany 
1962 



ERLC 



^* JjJ®" Ajsen, Is^ >»Attitudinal versus Normative 

J"^"^ Messages: An Investigation of the Differ- 

ential Effects of Persuasive ComTnunications 
on Behavior," Socicmentry, 3U: 263-^0 

Ajzen, I., and M. Fishbein, "The Prediction 
of Behavioral Intentions in* a Choice Situ- 
ation," Journal of EKperimental Social - 
Psychology > ^):H00-^a6j reprinted in 
Attitudes and Behaviour ,ed Kerry Thonas, 
Penguin Books, London, 1971, pp. 251-270. 

Ajzen, Iceic, and Martin Fishbein, "Attit- 
udinal and Normative Variables as Predic- 
tcors of Specific Behavioro,'* Journal 
of Personality a nd Socia l Psycholocy* 
27:41-57. — ajL 

tiulany, Don E. ,^ "Hypotheses and Habits 
in Verbal Operant Conditioning,", Journal ' 
of Abnormal and Social Psvcholof^v. 63: 
251^63. \ 

* "The Place of Hypotheses and 
Intentions: An Analysis of Verbal Control 
in Verbal Conditioning," in C. Eriksen, ed. 
Behavior and Awareness > Durham, Duke Unlv* 
Press, pp. 102-129 • 

♦ "Does Partial Reinforcement 

DiGcoeiate Verbal Hules and the Behavior 
They Might Be Preoumed to Control?" 
Journal of Verbal Learnincr and Verbal 
Behavior, 2 j 361-372. "™ 

. ♦ "Atrareneso, Rulea and Pro- 
positional Control: A Confrontation with 
SR Behavior Theory," in D,. Horton and T. 
Dixon (eds.) Verbal Behavior and SR 
Behavior Theory, Prentiee-Hall. 

Fishbein, Martin. "Attitude and the 
Prediction of Behavior," .'n H. Fishbein 
(ed. ) Readinffg in At titude Theory and 
Heasurcraent^ New York: Wiley, 

Harria, Chester W. (cd), Prpbloins in • 
Meagurinif^ ChanTO, Univ. of Wiceoncin 
Fress, Madison. 

10. Hoiaridge and Lashbrook Holdridgc, William E., and Uilliam Lashbrook, 
^^"^^ • "A Functional Analysis of the Proeesseo In- 

volved in Belief Acceptance," Paper presented 
at the f5CA convention, 11/73. 

21 



6. Dulany 
1963 



7, Dulany 
1968 



8. Fishbein 
1967 



9. Harris 
1962 



11. March and Simon ^ 
1958 

12, Mortensen and Seren© 
1973 



13. Schwartz and Tessler 
1973 



Seibold 
197U 



15. Simon 
1957 

16 • Werts and Linn 
1970 



March > Jaines, and Herbert A. Simon, Qr^anl* * 
nations ; New York, John Wiley 6 Sons, 1958^ 

Mortensen, C. David, and Kenneth Sereno 
(eds) Advances in Communication Research , 
Uoxj York, Harper 6 Row. 

Schwarts, Shalom H., and Richard C. Tessler » 
"Test of a Tlodel for Reducing Measured 
Attitude-Behavior Discrepancies," Journal 
of Personality .and Social Psycholo^ ^ 
24:225-236. 

Seibold, David R* "The Attitude-Verbal ' 
Report-Overt Behavior Relationship in 
Communication Research: A Critique and 
Theoretic: Reformulation," Paper presented 
at the Annual Convention of the Association 
for Education in Journalism, Aug. 18-20, 1974* 

Simon, Herbert A. ffodels of Man^ New York^ ' 
John Wiley 6 Sons, Part IV, 



Werts, Charles E., and Robert L. Linn, 

General Linear Model for Studying Growth,**" 
Psychological Bulletin, 73; 17-22, 



17. Woelfel 
1973. 



Woelfel, Joseph, gooiolorv and Science. 



ERIC 



2 ^ 



ABBREVIATIONS FOR TABLES 



*=p<.055 OX; Aftft=p<.001 

NBP stands for findings relevant to the Personal Nomative Belief coniponent. 

NBS stands for findings relevant to the Social Normative Belief coniponent. 

1 u ? ^ different forms of the equation model on a 

l'^. nCR stands for the equation, caluclated using Motivation to Conplv with 

«ch^_CQB5Qnent^easure44>y--r^ 

MC factor measured by semantic differential. (fioMC) stands f?r the model, 
excluding the MC multiplier. . * 

«*^^t,^" "^^^f ^ determined by averaging judge ranH-ordering s 

o°^^ information relevant to each mbael eomponentV in each' m^ss- 
age. Column 2 is equivalent to 6 minus the. number in Column 1. Column 3 
was calculated by averaging Judges' semantic differential ratings of message 
mass for each component. 
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' TABLE IIA 

"%t^ofk$^im Equations for Change ift Behavioral Intention 



Grotqp 



Overall 



Form (MC) 



MCR 



MC 



(No MC) 



Attitudinal Message 

Group MCR 



MC 



(No MC) 



Personal Normative Belief 



Message Group 



MCR 



Varial|le 

(Component) 



Beta Weight 



.3393*** 



Additional 
Variance 
Explained ' 



BI* Tiinel 




-.4505*** 


.1671 


BEV Chancre 




#3271*** 


.0668 


BIV Change 


- .■ > ■ ■ 


-.0191 


.60632 


NBF Change 




.2297** 


.0H61 


NBS Change 




.2527** 


, .0567 


•2905*** 






BI, Time I 




-.U236*** 


'.167** 


OtJw wilCUl^C 




. XP 9 w 




BIV (^hfvn^m 








NBP Change 




. M W V » 


*00U97 


fine PhAncTA 




1Q(\fl* 












BT* Time T 




— . *tw*X**'*'* 


• xp f ^ 


DtrV cnange 




.2175* 


.UOHOD 








onl A 

« UUxvl 


* NBP Chanffe 




* 0917. 


.0082 


















BT TifflA T 




.•.R7hfl*** 


.HUOX 


BEV Chanse 




.2169 


.0346 


BIV Chancre 






.0585 


NBP Chante 




* .1776 


.0361 


NBS Change 




.1052 


.009t» 




.5762** 


-.708i*** 




BI^ Time 1 




.tf031 


BEV Change 




.1332 


.0129 


BIV Change 




-.3082 


.077if 


NBP Change 




.3582* 


.0799 


NBS Change 




.06»t96 


.00215 




,5935*** 






BI, Time I 




-.67918*** 


.4081 


£)£V Change 




• 3223 


.1487 


BIV Change 




-.2089 


.0329 


NBP Change 




.0838 


.0048 


NBS Change 




-.0075 


.0039 




.9176 






BI, Time I 




-.3375 


.0453 


BEV Change 




.3072 


.0881 


BIV Change 




.0382 


.0029 


NBP Change 




.1147 


.0452 


NBS Change 




.216if 


.0421 
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TABtE IIB 

Regression Equations for Change in Behavioral Intention 



Group 



Form (MC) 



HBP Message Gpoup 
(cont»d.) 



MC 



(No MC) 



MBS Msisage Groi^ 



HCR 



MC 



(No MC) 



Control Group 



MCR 



liC 



(No MC) 



ERIC 



Variable 
(Coniponent) 



r2 



Beta' Weight 



.2389 



Additional 

Variance 

Explained 



BI, 


Time I 




-.3207 


.0453 


BEV 


Change > 




, .1822 


.0296 


BIV 


Change ~ 




.1«*33 


.0669 


NBP 


Change 




.0862 


.0378 


NBS 


Change 


♦1797 


.28^6 


.0592 










BI* 


Time I 




-.2709 


.0453 


BEV 


Change 


i 


.m7o 


.02498 


BIV 


Change 




.1563 


.0338 


NBP 


Chance 






.0435 


NBS 


Change 




.1932 


« 02998 












BI, 


Time I 




-.2830 


.0857 


BEV 


Change 






.1765 


BIV 


Change 




.2395 


.1740 


NBP 


Change 




.1980 


.01545 


NBS 


Change 






.0021 












BI, 


Time I 




-.2258- 


.0857 


BEV 


Change 




.29^*2 


.2652 


BIV 


Change 




.3663 


.0983 


NBP 


Change 




.0982 


.0232 


NBS 


Change 




.1471* 


.0171 






.'^39 






BI, 


Time I 




-.2169 


.0857 


BEV 


Change 




. .0596 


.0028 


BIV 


Change 




.H287* 


.2138 


NBP 


Change 




.056if 


.0026 


NBS 


Change 




.3223 


.10897 






.3968 






BI, 


Time 1 




-.4495 


^2558 


BEV 


Change 




.2440 


.0236 


BIV 


Change 




-.2002 


.0032 


NBP 


Change 




.2466 


.0359 


NBS 


Change 




.3858 


.0787 






.3717 






BI, 


Time I 




-v869? 


.2558 


BEV 


Change 




.2176 


.0013 


BIV 


Change , 




-.2530 


.0171 


NBP 


Change 




-.1506 


.0294 


NBS 


Change 




.2364 


.0684 






.3W7 






Bl. 


Time I 




-.4928* 


.2558 


BEV 


Change 




.0434 


.0006 


BIV 


Change 




-.1088 


.00598 


NBP 


Change 




-.1559 


.02937 


NBS 


Change 


30 


.i657 


.05796 



TABLE III 



Raw and Partial Correlations of BI with External Variables, 
Controlling for Model Components 



Variable TIME I 

Raw Corre- Partial, 
lation Controlling 
for HC form 


Partial, 
Controlling 
for ftCR Form 


Raw Corre- 
lation 


TIME II 
Partial 
Controlling 
TfC form 

« V <*• til 


Partial 
Controlling 
MCR form 


Expo6tiz*e to 
Comm Dept. 


-137(.03l) 


-.OlK.USO) 


-.021(-.406) 




« 




E)q[)08ure to 


.2/^0(.001) 


.111(:096) 


.131(.066) 


.177(.010) 


-.001(.498) 


.017(.«*23) 


Attitude to 

FAIIIa CtXtttim 


.197(.004) 


.093(.137) 


.033(.356) 


.183(.008) 


-.080(.168) 


-.058(.2f8) 


Att, to F.C. 


.21»l(.002) 


.1U6(.0»*2) 


.07U(.199) 


.081(.1U5) 


.161(.026) 


.I69(.02t») 


Att» to F.C. 


.165(.013) 


.093(.136) 


.077(.1SS) 


.135(.038) 


-.066(.213) 


-.059(.2U3) 


Att* to Com 


.358(.001) 


.285(.001) 


.236(.003) 


.317(.001) 


.052(.265) 


.026(.380) 


Att. to Com 


.196(.00U) 


.095(.131) 


.056(,259) 


.261(.001) 


,0U0(.31U) 


.033(.348) 


Att* to Com. 
Bept.—Q. 3 


.269(;001) 


.•155(.03U) 


.119(.p85) 


.310(.001) 


.loec.ioi) 


.0997(.126) 


Att. to Publ 


.226(.001) 


.039(.322) 


-.009(.U60) 


.222(.n02) 


-.058(.2U1) 


-.io5(.iioy 


Att. to Piflj 
Lee— Q« 3 


.256(.p01) 


.116(.087) 


.058(.252) 


.147(.026) 


.065(.216) 


.101(.U9) 


Att. to 
Cushman-Q.l 


■.2U8(.ooi) 


.U8(.,082) 


.122(.080) 


.202(.00U) 


-.080(.167) 


-.07U(.X9U) 


Att. to 
Cushmln— Q.2 


.2if5(.001) 


.l68(.02if) 


«15U(.038) 


.266(.O01) 


-.001(.U97) 


-/O0U(.i*81) 


Att. to -.230(.001) 




-.02U(.390) 


.253(.001) 


.041(.313) 


.039(.326) 


Att. to FC - 
Lee— Q, 


■.133(.0t»0) 


-.065(.221) 


-.052(.25U) 


-.230(.001) 


-.031(.357) 


-.0b9(.tf57) 


Att. to FC - 
Iiec.-'Q. 5 


■.158(.019) 


-.102(.m) 


-.063(.223) 








Att. to FC - 
Lee. -•Sum 


.158(.019) 


-.0^8(.3lO) 


-.139(.055) 








Reasons not 

to go— form I 






-.3S1(,001) 


-.3U5(.001) 


-.3«*98(.001) 


RMsonsy form II 






-.289(.001) 


-.351(.001) 


-.3lf9S(.001) 



The first number is the correlation coefficient; the second (in parentheses) is the sig- 
nificance level— the smaller it is, the more significant is the correlation. If the sig- 
nificance level is .05 or lower, the correlation is judged to be significantly different 
ttom zero* 
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TABLE IV 
Estimations of tfessage ?fass 



. V, 



TrKiatment Group & 
Prqposiltional Form 



Estimate of 
Mass Rank 



6.0 Minus Remk Estimate of Average 
• Estimate Mass (7 pt. scale) 



Attltudinal 
BEV 
BIV 
NBP 

UBS— Friends 
NBS«=Family 
UBS— Profs 
DBS-- Total 



2.1 
1.3 
3.0 
5.1+ 

5 a 



3.9 

»f.7 

3.0 

0.9- 

1.5 

0.9 



H, 0 
4,7- 
2.3 
0.8 
2.0. 

I. 6 



2.6 

o.n 

1.7 
1.2 

1.3 



P«rtonal Normative 

BEV 

BIV 

NBP 
NBS— Friends 
NBI— Family 
NiS— Prof s 

NBS--Total 



3.2 
2.0 
2.6 
5.0 
3.3 
»f.7 



2.8 

f.O 

3.»f. 

1.0 

2.7 

1.3 



3.3 

3.1 

1.3 
3.0 
1.4 



3.0 
4.2 
3.3 
1.1 
2;8 
1.3 
1.7 



Social Normative 
BEV 
BIV 
NBP 

NBS— Friends 
NBS— Family 
NBS— Profs 
NBS — Total 



3.2 
1.2 
3". 3 
5.3 
3.7 
4.4 



2.8 
4.8 
2.7 
0.7 
2;3 
1.6 



3.0 

4.7+ 

2.6 

0.9 

2.3 

1.6 



2.9 
4.8 
2.7 
0.8 
2.3 
1.6 
1.56 



The Spearman rank-order correlation between 
columns two and three is .98+ 



V 
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TABtE V 



Cowelatinns Between (Message Mass /Exposures) 
and Model Component Change 



COMPOMEHT 



EXPOSURE TO FAMILY COMM.' 

Component'" Average r 

Spf^nific for all 

Message Mass Measiires 
Mass » 



BEV Change 

With Control Group 
MC .1339 
MCR .0950 

Without Control Group 
HC . .0217 
MCR -,036»f 

BIV Change 
With Control Group 

HC ^ .3059*** 

. MCR .3893*** 
Without Control Grotp ' 
HC .2035* 
HCR ;.20»*3* 

NBP Change 

With Control Groip 
HC -.0380 
MCft' -.005t 

Without Control Gvorxp 
MC ,-,1319 

• MCR -.1325 

NBS Change 

With pontrol Group 
HC .0899 
HCR .1981* 

Without Control Group 
MC -.067t 
HCR -^.0812 



.1226 
.0890 



.2698 
.3514 



.0330 
.0233 



.0959 
.1970 



EXPOSURE TO PUBLIC LECTURES 
Component- Average r 

Specific for all 

Message Mass Measures 

Mass r 



,1323 
.1480 

.0819 
.0952 



.0950 
.1553* 

-.1760 
-.1525 



..0090 
-.0167 

-.1557 
-.1421 



-.0471 
.0300 

.3431*** 
.2774** 



.1216 
.1404 



.0920 
.1517 



-.0046 
-.0326 



-.0454 
.0165 



« 



ERIC 



TABIiE V— Continued 



COMPONENT EXPOSURE TO COHM. DEPARTMBNT 


EXPOSURE TO DR. 


CUSHHAN 


Coqponent- 


Average r 


Component- 


Average r ° 


Specific 


for all 


Specific 


* for all 


Message 


Mass 'Measures 


Message 


Mass Measxires 


Mass r 




Mass r 




BEV Chanite 








With ContTOl 6roi?) 








MC .0620 


.0567 


.1500* 


.1554 


MCR .0240 


.0209 


.0651 


.0600 


Without Control Gvovp 








MC ' -.0509 . 




.0847 




MCR -.0509 




.0232 








- 




-With Control Group 








MC c .use 


.0944 


.1428 


,1239 


MCR .2188* 


.2091 


.2793** 


.2501 


Without Control Groiq) 








MC -.07«f8 


. 


-.0699 




"MCft -.0338 




.0260 




NBP Change 
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